Attorney Docket No.: PM 98.061/3 
Response to Final OA dated Dec. 2 1 , 2006 

REMARKS 

§ 101 rejection of claims 11-20 

The applicants believe that the electrical signal of claims 11-20, being 
comprised of matter (electrons), is indeed tangible, and hence a "product," and hence 
a "manufacture." It should be noted that the claims are directed to the actual electrical 
signal, not to some diagrammatic representation of the shape of the signal's 
waveform, such as any of the several waveform drawings in the application. 
Conclusions in the new 101 Guidelines based on the 1854 O'Reilly decision appear to 
be unwarranted in view of the facts of that case. The claim at issue in that case was 
rejected because it was overbroad and, in the Court's opinion, attempted to claim "a 
mere principle." [Chisum, § 103[2][b]] The present claims 11-20 are very narrow 
and do not pre-empt an entire principle. A principle is of course involved, but the 
claims are drawn to a practical application of the principle. 

§ 101 rejection of claims 1-10 and 21-40 

The applicants have amended (see Listing of Claims) all independent method 
claims to include a final step which results in an image of the subterranean formation. 
Such a seismic image is believed to be a real world, tangible result. Support for this 
step may be found in the first sentence of the "Background of the Invention" section 
(col. 1, lines 13-15 in U.S. Patent No. 6,477,113). See also col. 1, lines 41-44. The 
added final step of creating an image from the correlated record is believed to cure the 
§ 101 problems for the method claims. 

Claim rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 112 

The applicants have made additional amendments to claims 21 and 35, which 
we believe cure any indefiniteness problem. This problem is addressed in claim 21 by 
the word deletion in step (c) coupled with the new step (d). There is no support issue 
for step (d) because it is drawn from words stricken from step (c). Similarly in claim 
35, the indefiniteness issue is eliminated by moving certain features from step (c) to a 
new step (d), and thereby making it clear that such features are claim limitations. 
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CONCLUSION 

Applicants believe the application is in condition for allowance and 
respectfully request allowance of the patent. 

Authorization is hereby made to charge the RCE fee under 37 CFR 1.17(e) in 
the amount of $790.00 and any additional fees required or credit any overpayment to 
Deposit Account No. 05-1328. If there are any questions concerning the foregoing, 
please contact the undersigned at the number provided below. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: 17 January 2007 $ ' /^(jP /^i^i^^ 

J. Paul Plummer 
Attorney for Applicants 
Reg. No. 40,775 

ExxonMobil Upstream Research Company 
P. O. Box 2189 (CORP-URC-SW 337) 
Houston, Texas 77252-2189 
Telephone: (713)431-7360 
Facsimile: (713)431-4664 



Certification under 37 CFR §§ 1.8(a) and 1.10 



I hereby certify that, on the date shown below, this application/correspondence attached hereto is being: 

MAILING 

IXI deposited with the United States Postal Service in an envelope addressed to the Assistant Commissioner for 
Patents, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450. 

37 C.F.R. § 1.8(a) 37 C.F.R. § 1.10 

I I as "Express Mail Post Office to 
Addressee" 



with sufficient postage as first class 
mail. 



Monica Stansberry 



Typed or printed name of pej^bn nyfling correspondence 



WEZL / 




i ff nature of person mailing correspondence 



t 



Express Mail mailing number 



January 17, 2007 



Date of Deposit 



TRANSMISSION 



□ 



transmitted by facsimile to the Patent and Trademark Office at facsimile number: 
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